Welfare to Work: What Have We Learned? by unknown

As Congress reconsiders the federal welfare bill in 2002, we believe that the
lessons from the Midwest are critical. This report, drawing on the work of
some of the nation’s top researchers, shows how the region’s pioneering 
welfare reforms have affected the lives of poor families.  
Even before President Clinton signed the 1996 law overhauling the nation’s
safety net, Midwest states were already reshaping their welfare systems. They
have continued to pioneer innovative strategies to support welfare recipients’
transition to work, including “work first” and “making work pay” by offering
cash assistance and other supports to working families.  
Since 1996, the Joyce Foundation has invested over $8 million in research 
to study the effects of welfare reform in the Midwest, specifically Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin. This book 
summarizes the results of these and other leading evaluations of the first 
five years under the new system. The studies themselves are listed in the
References section. State-by-state results are examined and cited in more 
detail in the companion volume: Welfare to Work: What Have We Learned?
Findings from Research on Welfare Reform in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio and Wisconsin.
The studies examine whether Midwest families are moving from welfare to
work and from poverty to economic stability based on employment. Other
welfare issues (marriage, teen pregnancy, health, child welfare, general family
well-being), while important concerns, are not the focus of the Joyce-funded
research or of this report.  
Because welfare policies changed across the board and all at once, only a
handful of the studies reported here are classic “impact evaluations,” where
some people are randomly assigned to a new program, others stay in the old
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For decades, national policy for helping poor families centered on welfare. 
In the 1990s, with the cost of welfare steadily increasing and caseloads at an 
all-time high, some state policymakers began shifting families off welfare and
into paying jobs. Midwest states took the lead:
Wisconsin Works (W2) insisted that all welfare recipients work and increased
supports, including child care and medical care, for those who did.
Michigan’s Project Zero adopted a “work first” strategy: get people jobs first,
worry about education and training later.
Minnesota’s Family Investment Program (MFIP) sought to “make work pay” 
by increasing both supports for working families and the wages they 
could earn without losing their welfare checks.  
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system, and researchers compare the two. Lacking such studies (except for
projects that were started before the 1996 reform or operated independently
of it), we cannot generally draw causal connections; instead we simply report
the data and make inferences.  
Also not included in this report are studies examining how welfare depart-
ments changed their operations to carry out the new policies (“implementa-
tion studies”); instead, the focus is on the experiences of families moving
from welfare to work. 
Finally, these studies document how welfare policies worked during the 
economic good times of the 1990s.  The current recession creates new 
challenges for poor families and for policymakers. This report includes
recommendations based on both the lessons of welfare reform in good 
times and the challenges in a tougher economic climate.
We hope policymakers will find this report useful as they seek to build 
on the gains of the last five years, help working families achieve economic 
stability, and reach out to the poorest families who remain outside the 
mainstream economy.
Chicago
March 2002
In 1996, Congress passed and President Clinton signed the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act. Widely hailed 
as the most important piece of social legislation since the 1960s, PRWORA
ended the federal welfare entitlement and set work requirements and time
limits on assistance. Federal spending was frozen at 1994 levels, the money
was converted into block grants, and welfare policymaking was turned largely
over to the states through a new program called Temporary Assistance to
Needy Families (TANF). The TANF program set out four goals: helping
needy families; ending welfare dependency by promoting job preparation,
work, and marriage; preventing out-of-wedlock births; and encouraging 
two-parent families.  
States then crafted their own TANF plans to achieve those goals. Midwest
states were innovators.  
Illinois allowed people working their way off welfare to continue collecting
benefits, which were paid by the state out of state funds, without using up
their federally mandated five-year benefit limit.  
Indiana combined aggressive employment efforts with more lenient sanctions
than most other states apply.  
Ohio gave county officials unprecedented authority and flexibility to craft
policies to fit local needs.
Wisconsin extended medical coverage to former welfare recipients who went
to work.
How have such policies affected low-income families? This report draws
together conclusions from studies funded by the Joyce Foundation and others
on the first five years of welfare reform in the Midwest.  
The research shows remarkably consistent patterns across the states.
Hundreds of thousands of Midwest citizens—more than either the bill’s 
critics or its advocates ever imagined—have at least begun the journey from
welfare to work. In part, they appear to have been prodded by the clear 
message that the new world of welfare requires them to work. They also 
took advantage of economic good times. Midwest unemployment rates
dipped below 5% in September of 1994, as state pioneers were developing
their proposals, and had broken 4% by summer 1997, as states were 
implementing the federal legislation. Clearly, given job openings and some
combination of carrots and sticks, people who once depended on welfare
were able to go to work. 
But the studies also make it clear that the journey out of poverty can be long
and difficult for many families, and requires considerable support along the
way. In the best of economic times and given the best of intentions, poor
mothers struggle to stay employed and to earn enough to support their families
at even a minimum level. The right combination of supports (child care, 
medical care, food stamps, and the Earned Income Tax Credit) can help 
them stretch low wages to pay the bills, but in many cases they remain poor.
Many families face substantial hardships each month. Meanwhile, some 
people—700,000 families nationally, according to the Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities—actually have lower annual incomes than they would have
had if the 1996 law had not been passed.
That’s in the best of times. More recently, unemployment levels have been
creeping back up. The first layoffs came in technology and other sectors that
don’t normally hire people coming off welfare. But last September’s terrorist
attacks and the general economic downturn have hit hard at the travel and
tourism industries, which provided many low-skilled jobs in the boom times
of the 1990s. Other industries are cutting back their low-skilled workforce 
as the troubles reverberate around the economy.  
Historically, according to economist Rebecca Blank, Dean of the Gerald R.
Ford School of Public Policy at the University of Michigan, a 1% increase in
unemployment boosted welfare rolls between 9% and 17%. Early anecdotal
evidence suggests that many ex-welfare recipients are determined to respond
to layoffs by finding more work. But in the meantime, they need support,
including access to unemployment insurance (which most low-wage and 
part-time workers do not get) as well as additional training to qualify them
for new and possibly better opportunities. Meanwhile child care, health
insurance, and other services that have proved critical for supporting working
families are threatened by state budget problems caused by the economic
downturn.  If this continues, states will likely need some “countercyclical”
funding to help them through this period.
Finally, no one has yet figured out what to do about the minority of families
that are not coping in the new world of welfare. Many of them, as the
research shows, are people who are themselves sick or are caring for a sick
family member; and many others are “lost”—from the welfare rolls and from
researchers alike—so that no one knows their status and whether or not they
still need assistance.   
This report documents gains achieved through the hard work and good faith
of thousands of Midwest families over the last five years, and it makes clear
the serious problems they still face. As PRWORA comes up for reauthoriza-
tion, the task facing policymakers is to build on the gains and address the
problems: to stabilize working families, help them weather economic down-
turns, and provide the support they need to climb out of poverty; and mean-
while to reach out to the poorest families still untouched by policy reforms 
or national prosperity.
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Welfare caseloads declined dramatically in
most Midwest states in the late 1990s. 
If its only purpose was to reduce the number of families dependent on a
monthly public aid check, welfare reform would be a spectacular success.  
Each of the seven states in our region saw substantial declines in welfare
caseloads after welfare policies were revised, either through state action prior
to 1996 or in response to the federal law. Wisconsin and Michigan, which
were first and most aggressive in pushing welfare-to-work policies, saw 
significant reductions, but so did Ohio and Illinois.  
The overall decline is clear and unambiguous—and historic. Past attempts 
to reform welfare had much more modest outcomes. Caseload declines of
one-third, half, or two-thirds are truly extraordinary.
The patterns underlying caseload decline are complex. Caseloads could
decline because many people left to go to work. They could decline because,
unlike previous years, people who got off welfare stayed off, instead of
cycling back into the system. They could also decline because fewer people
signed up for assistance, deserving or not. They could decline because people
got kicked off or left voluntarily because they were upset with new rules.   
In Illinois, the number of those leaving welfare was generally higher each year
after 1996 than it was in the early years of the decade.1 But an even greater
difference resulted from substantial declines in the number of people joining
the welfare rolls in those years. One Illinois study found that the percent of
those leaving welfare who returned within six months dropped from 28.8%
in 1996 to 16.3% two years later.  
Moreover, in the Midwest as nationally, because welfare reform coincided
with a period of strong economic growth and tight labor markets, some 
portion of the caseload declines likely reflected strong job opportunities,
rather than the policy changes alone. Nationally, an estimated 21 million 
jobs were created during the boom times of the 1990s. Midwest regional
unemployment rates hit 4% in May 1997, and stayed at or below that 
figure through March 2001.2
1 For sources and details of state results, see Welfare to Work: What Have We Learned? Findings
from Research on Welfare Reform: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, 
and Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation 2002).
2 Julie Hatch and Angela Clinton, “Job Growth in the 1990s: A Retrospect,” Monthly Labor
Review, December 2000; Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics, 
Midwest Region.
Down Across the Board
Percent Change in AFDC/TANF Recipients, 1990-2001
Recessionary Waiver PRWORA 
Period* Experiments**
State FY 90–FY 93 Jan 94–Aug 96 Aug 96–Sept 01
Illinois 8.3% -9.5% -74.9%
Indiana 37.2% -34.6% -11.0%
Iowa 3.1% -22.1% -35.0%
Michigan 5.0% -25.3% -59.8%
Minnesota 12.2% -10.5% -31.5%
Ohio 13.7% -20.5% -65.3%
Wisconsin -0.2% -35.4% -71.1%
National average 23.4% -14.2% -56.4%
*July 90–March 91 declared recession by National Bureau of Economic Research in Dec. 92.
**HHS granted 43 states waivers to experiment with changes to their AFDC programs.
Data source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children 
and Families 
Change in TANF Caseloads, www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/stats/case-fam.htm
Total AFDC, Average Monthly Number of Cases, Fiscal Years 1987–1996
www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/opre/timetren/tca.htm
Change in TANF Caseloads (total families and recipients) 
www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/stats/caseload/htm
Total Number of Recipients, Oct 2000–Sept 2001, www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/stats/recipients.htm
However, defenders of the 1996 reforms point out that previous periods 
of economic growth did not see such dramatic reductions in welfare. 
In the economic expansion of the 1980s, the welfare rolls actually increased
by well over 10%.3
Most people who left welfare went to work.
Many took jobs that were part-time or lasted
only a few months.
Reducing the numbers of families receiving assistance, by itself, was never the
purpose of welfare reform. If it had been, the states could simply have termi-
nated the programs, and caseloads would have declined to zero. Rather, the
bill’s title language—“Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity”—
announces its goal of shifting families thought to be dependent on welfare 
over to employment as their primary source of income.  
That transition has clearly begun for many families. But it is a long and 
complex journey with many stops and starts along the way. Meanwhile, some
two million families have not yet taken the first steps. 
The movement to work has been especially well-documented in MICHIGAN.
University of Michigan researchers found that of people on welfare at the
start of the research, in February 1997, the percentage who were working
3 Ron Haskins, “Effects of Welfare Reform on Family Income and Poverty,” in Rebecca Blank and Ron
Haskins, eds., The New World of Welfare (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 2001), p. 122.
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increased steadily in each successive wave of the study, as did the percentage
of people relying solely on wages (not wages and cash welfare) for their
income. By late 1999, nearly three-fourths (73%) were working and the 
percentage of those relying solely on wages had risen from 21% to 55%. 
Most ILLINOIS recipients (as high as two-thirds, depending on the study) who
left welfare for whatever reason found work. Between a third and a half of
them were working full-time. Even those still on welfare were more likely 
to work. Illinois law allows people who work at least 30 hours a week to
continue to receive benefits paid for out of state funds; federal time limits
aren’t invoked as long as recipients are working.  
In WISCONSIN—where the state’s pioneering welfare-to-work policy virtually
eliminated non-work-related benefits—large percentages (64–84%) of those
leaving welfare worked in the first year after leaving. However, fewer than
half of them were continuously employed throughout the first three years.
About one out of six worked for only a single employer, while a quarter
worked for more than five employers—telling indications of the instability of
the low-wage labor market that most of those leaving welfare entered. 
OHIO saw similar patterns. Most (71%) of those leaving welfare worked,
although only 40% of them worked the entire year after they left. Instability
was also apparent: over half of those leaving the rolls changed jobs at least
once, working for two or more employers; some (5%) reported working for
five or more.
In INDIANA, again, most welfare recipients (87–89%) worked in the period
after they left welfare. About two-thirds held full-time jobs; but on the other
hand, many did not work year-round, and only about half were still working
at the end of the second year. 
The IOWA research reported here focuses on participants in the state’s Family
Investment Program. Crafted under a federal waiver in 1993, FIP put much
more emphasis on getting people into jobs or job-training activities than did
AFDC. For comparison’s sake, some families stayed under the old AFDC rules.
About half (50–60%) of people in both programs were employed; the rates
were slightly higher for those in the Family Investment Program. Employment
among both groups rose over time, suggesting that the strong economy also
played a part.  
From April 1994 to June 1998, MINNESOTA operated a pilot welfare reform,
the Minnesota Family Investment Program, which is the subject of the 
evaluations summarized in this report. MFIP explicitly included poverty 
reduction among its goals. It featured financial incentives to reward work,
including relatively generous levels of earnings before the aid check was 
jeopardized; meanwhile, long-term recipients were required to engage 
in employment-focused activities. About half of recipients in the MFIP 
program worked in an average quarter, as compared to 37% of AFDC 
recipients. Fewer MFIP participants (43%) than AFDC recipients (55%) relied
solely on welfare as their source of income, suggesting that MFIP’s more 
generous benefits did not discourage recipients from entering the workforce.  
Clearly, most Midwest families leaving welfare (as well as some of those 
staying on welfare) did go to work. But substantial minorities—as high as
40% in Iowa—did not. Of those who did work, many moved in and out 
of jobs, and they were generally unlikely to work full-time. Instability is 
characteristic of the low-wage labor market generally. And the experience 
of people, generally mothers, moving from welfare to work may resemble
that of other mothers. Only about one-third of married women with children
under six work full-time and year-round; of course, they generally can rely 
on income from husbands.4
Many families who have moved from welfare
to work remain poor because they earn low
wages.
A major criticism of the old AFDC program was that, by encouraging
dependence on welfare, it trapped families in poverty. One reform advocate
decried “layers of intergenerational welfare which has corrupted [poor 
families’] souls and stolen their future.” Going to work, many argued, would
bring welfare families out of the shadows of dependency and into the promise
of “the American dream.”
Over the long term, moving into the workforce and gaining skills, experience,
and self-esteem may indeed help families move out of poverty. But the results
L E S S O N  3
4 Philip N. Cohen and Suzanne M. Bianchi, “Marriage, Children and Women’s Employment: 
What Do We Know?,” Monthly Labor Review, December 1999, p. 26.
so far in poverty reduction have been modest or in some cases disappointing.
Most families coming off welfare who rely on wages alone remain poor,
where poverty is defined as a yearly income of $11,610 for a mother with
one child and $14,630 for a family of three (2001 figures). Nationally, the
programs that have been most successful in moving families away from
poverty have combined wages with other benefits, including food stamps,
Medicaid and/or child health insurance, child care and transportation 
subsidies, aggressive promotion of the federal Earned Income Tax Credit, and
increasing what people can earn while keeping cash assistance. 
In Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin, the average hourly wages
earned by people who left welfare put a mother with one child slightly above
the poverty line, a mother with two children well below the line. The pattern
is similar, though less bleak, in Indiana. In Minnesota average wages of those
under the MFIP program—which, unlike most other state programs, explicitly
set poverty reduction as its goal—suggest that a mother with one child who
works full-time and year-round can escape poverty; those with two children
are likely to hover just around the line.
In Ohio, median earnings of welfare leavers actually declined slightly over time.  
In Iowa, about half (48%) of those who left welfare under reform were 
earning less than $1,000 per month, and one-fifth were making less than 
$500 per month.  
The fact that so many families are not earning enough from wages to escape
poverty in part reflects the “work first” philosophy that many states adopted
in implementing welfare reform. They de-emphasized education and skills
training, and instead concentrated on putting people to work. The obvious
consequence is that people coming off welfare generally still do not qualify
for better-paying jobs.  
It is important to note that poverty in most of these studies is being assessed
solely by looking at wages. Some analysts argue that other benefits, especially
the Earned Income Tax Credit, which is available only to low-income workers,
must be counted as part of the picture in assessing family poverty. Nationally,
one study estimates that after all federal assistance, including the EITC, is
taken into consideration, child poverty fell by more than 35% in the period
1993-1999.5 Others counter that work-related expenses, geographic disparities,
and rising housing costs push up the cost of living for many working families,
and these also aren’t taken into account by the official poverty measure.
Health problems, child care, lack of education,
and other problems prevent some welfare
recipients from getting jobs, and make it hard
for others to stay employed. 
Many problems led people to depend on welfare for their family income, 
and those problems did not go away because Congress passed PRWORA.
Common barriers to employment encountered by women on welfare include:
Lack of high school diploma or GED
Low or nonexistent job skills
Child care problems (none available, too expensive, not at the right hours)
Children’s health problems
Lack of transportation to job sites
Depression and other mental illness
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5 Haskins, “Effects of Welfare Reform,” p. 124.
6 “Welfare Then, Welfare Now: Expenditures in Some Midwestern States,” Focus, Institute for
Research on Poverty, vol. 22, no. 1, Special Issue. 2002. p. 11.
families, do find ways to address child care needs; but they also point to child
care as a continuing source of problems on the job. In Wisconsin’s Dane
County, almost three-quarters of those studied reported missing work because
they had no one to take care of a sick child; over a quarter reported trouble
finding child care to accommodate their work schedule; and substantial
minorities said they had quit a job (16.7%) or refused a job (18.2%) because
of lack of child care. Similar percentages of families studied in Illinois reported
a variety of child care problems (quality, cost, reliability, distance from home,
accommodating work schedules), and 14% expressed worry that their children
would somehow be harmed in child care. 
Education: The 1996 reform abandoned an earlier tenet of welfare reform—
giving people education and training to help them get better jobs, reduce
poverty, and reduce dependence on public assistance in the long term.
Instead, PRWORA stressed “work first,” with education or training to 
come later, if at all.  
The research shows that poor education—especially the lack of a high 
school diploma or GED—is clearly a barrier to employment for people 
leaving welfare, but not an insuperable one. In Illinois, for example, nearly
three-quarters of those leaving welfare who had a high school degree were
working, compared to fewer than half of those without that credential. Some
studies suggest that lack of education may not so much prevent people from
getting a job as make it hard to hold onto one. In Minnesota, for example,
40% of those who worked less than seven quarters—but only 23% of those
Disability or other health problems 
Substance abuse
Domestic violence
Other family health problems (e.g., caring for disabled parent)
University of Michigan researchers found that the vast majority (85%) of 
welfare recipients studied faced at least one of these barriers, and almost two-
thirds faced two or more. Many recipients went ahead and found work despite
such problems. But clearly those barriers inhibited success on the job. The more
such problems people faced, the less likely they were to work; and those who
were working 20 or more hours per week were much less likely to report such
problems. Similarly, Indiana recipients who stayed on welfare had higher levels
of such problems across the board than did people who left welfare (except
that both groups were about equally likely to report substance abuse).   
Child care: For all parents everywhere, going to work means struggling to 
find someone to take care of their children. But unlike many families, welfare
recipients lack the economic resources to buy whatever child care they need.
Midwest states have poured both federal and state money into developing
subsidized child care for low-income workers as part of welfare reform; 
overall, Midwest states spent over $1.8 billion, or 38%, of their welfare
expenditures on child care in 2000.6
Many people work despite child care problems. In Minnesota, for example,
over half (51%) of those who had worked more than seven quarters said they
had child care problems, just slightly under the 58% of non-workers who
reported such problems. Such figures suggest that welfare families, like other
7 Sheila R. Zedlewski and Pamela Loprest, “Will TANF Work for the Most Disadvantaged
Families?,” in Haskins and Blank, eds., New World of Welfare, p. 319.
who worked more than seven—had not completed high school. Such findings
suggest that improving educational levels could be a valuable strategy for
enabling families to become employed on a more stable basis.
Health Problems: Health problems are one of the most common reasons 
cited for not working, although welfare agencies, for the most part, have 
not conducted comprehensive assessments of recipients for health problems.
In Iowa, 23% of those who had left welfare and were not working cited
health problems. In Ohio, the figure was 32%. Of Minnesota recipients who
were not working, 53% reported physical or emotional health problems.
Looked at the other way, only 11% of Ohio welfare leavers who worked 
a full year reported health problems; and in Illinois, 72% of welfare leavers
who reported excellent or very good health were working, as compared 
with 55% of those in fair to poor health.   
The persistence of such patterns across states suggests that poor health is 
likely to keep some people out of the labor force, no matter how strong the
pressures to work become. Even in Wisconsin, with its stringent welfare-to-
work requirements, evidence points in that direction; of Dane County 
respondents reporting poor health, for example, only 7.4% were currently
employed; of those reporting mental health problems, 61.5% had not 
worked in the previous year.  
Welfare reformers insisted that “able-bodied” people should get jobs instead
of welfare. The corollary may be that those who cannot work have a moral
claim on assistance. Federal Supplemental Security Income, along with Social
Security disability provisions, are intended for this purpose. However, one
national study of families that had left welfare found that only about 2%
were getting either Social Security or SSI.7 
Transportation: Getting to work is, like child care, an issue faced by many
working families, whatever their income level. But again, families with higher
incomes can afford more transportation options, or can buy housing near
their jobs. Low-income people typically live in neighborhoods with fewer
jobs, and they may find buying a car—let alone a downtown loft or a home
in a job-rich suburb—beyond them. Researchers studying welfare recipients
in the Cleveland area found that 40% of welfare leavers had a car. For those
without a car, commutes by public transit took on average twice as long 
as they would take with a car. In Ohio, employers who have hired welfare 
recipients cite transportation as the second leading reason such employees
miss work.
8 Jason deParle, “A Mass of Newly Laid-Off Workers Will Put Social Safety Net to the Test,” New
York Times, October 8, 2001.
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Some families are being forced off the welfare
rolls, either for failure to comply with program
rules or because they have reached time limits. 
Work is the most frequent reason that people leave welfare. But increasing
numbers of people who leave welfare are being forced off, either because they
were sanctioned for not complying with program requirements, or because
they have reached time limits. As more families reach the five-year federal
limits, this number seems likely to rise. 
Just under a quarter of welfare leavers in Indiana left involuntarily, either
because they were sanctioned (7%) or reached time limits (16%). In an Ohio
study, 15% of those leaving welfare did so because they had been sanctioned.
In Wisconsin, over a third (36.6%) of those who had left said the reason was
failure to comply with program rules. Illinois studies put the figure of those
who are no longer getting benefits because of noncompliance at between
14% and 35%, with another 2–8% having reached time limits.
The number of families reaching time limits is low, largely because so 
many welfare recipients have worked at least part of the time since 1996.
Nationwide, of those who have left the welfare rolls, more than 90% 
are thought to have some time left on the benefits clock.8
Families that are sanctioned (i.e., cut off the rolls for failing to meet program
requirements) are often those with some of the most severe problems.
Indiana researchers found that such families were more needy than others,
and were less able to meet their needs. Similarly, Illinois researchers found
that sanctioned families generally had more of the barriers to employment
discussed in the previous section: they were less likely to have a high school
degree, more likely to be in poor health, less likely to own a car. And, like the
Indiana families, they were more needy: they had lower family incomes, 
were more likely to live in high-crime neighborhoods, and were more likely
to go hungry. Such families fare much worse than non-sanctioned welfare
leavers in the job market.
On the other hand, sanctions may also mask some other reasons for leaving.
Iowa researchers found a striking discrepancy between what recipients said
and what state records reported about reasons for leaving. The state reported
that 56% of those leaving the FIP program had failed to comply with pro-
gram requirements—but in a family survey, only 14% of those who’d left
welfare said that was the reason. The apparent explanation: people who
found work or other sources of income were less likely to show up for welfare
appointments that they were required to make—which led state officials to
report them as noncompliant.  
Many families continue to rely on food stamps,
Medicaid, and other forms of government 
assistance to get by. 
“Welfare Queen” myths notwithstanding, families on welfare are poor.
When they leave welfare it’s generally for low-paid work (see lesson 3 above),
and whether they are working or not, they often remain poor.  Across the
region, studies detail their economic hardships.
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Families are in general less likely to draw these benefits after leaving welfare,
but not necessarily because they no longer need them. In the past, most people
signed up for these benefits when they enrolled in welfare; if they come to
welfare offices less often, they are less likely to get these other benefits.
Moreover, staying on food stamps involves frequent office visits, which may
mean time off work. Getting the word out that working people can qualify
for other benefits—and breaking down the red tape that keeps many from
getting food stamps—has become an important priority of welfare advocates
and state officials (especially in Ohio, which probably helps explain increased
use of these services). Nationally, studies suggest that wages, combined with
such benefits and the EITC, can offer a way out of poverty for a substantial
number of families leaving welfare. 
Like other Americans, welfare recipients are
optimistic about work and welfare reform. 
Contrary to another popular myth, most welfare recipients prior to 1996
shared their fellow citizens’ unhappiness with the old welfare system. A 1995
Wall Street Journal / NBC News Poll found 57% of welfare recipients agreeing
that the welfare system “does more harm than good” because it discourages
work and encourages the breakup of families. Strong majorities of recipients
favored requiring recipients to work (75%), and also wanted work require-
ments to be accompanied by such benefits as subsidized child care, job train-
ing, and health benefits.
Today, five years after reform—and even in the face of difficulties finding
jobs and other economic hardships—it is still striking how many people 
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The following figures can’t be directly compared because they report the 
experiences of different groups (workers/nonworkers, more/fewer hours,
with/without welfare benefits); but they give some sense of the scope 
of the problems:
Utility shutoffs: 25% (Indiana), 15% (Ohio, Wisconsin), 5–11% (Michigan)
Hunger: 28% (Ohio), 14–38% (Iowa), 10-29% (Michigan)
Homelessness: 9% (Indiana), 3–24% (Iowa), 3–7% (Illinois), 13% (Wisconsin)
However, moving from welfare to work does not necessarily increase such
hardships. Michigan researchers found that those who’d left welfare and were
relying on wages were better off on several of these measures than those who
were still on welfare or who had left welfare but had no jobs. On the other
hand, the wage-earning families were more likely to be uninsured and to go
without medical care. Illinois results show the positive impact of allowing 
people to combine welfare and work: those who continue to draw benefits
while working had, in general, lower levels of economic hardship than those
who relied solely on welfare or solely on wages.  
And not surprisingly, many families continue to rely on food stamps,
Medicaid, Child Health Insurance Program (CHIP), housing subsidies, and
other forms of government assistance to get by. More than half of former
recipients in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, and Wisconsin studies reported getting
Medicaid; substantial numbers of former recipients (over 60% in Wisconsin)
relied on food stamps. 
who are or have been on welfare say they regard some of the changes as 
positive. A few examples:
83% of Chicago welfare recipients interviewed agreed that “it is a good
idea to require people on welfare to find a job and work.”
92% of former AFDC recipients in Milwaukee said they have more 
self-confidence and are better role models for their children when they 
are working. 
About half (45–51%) of Indiana and Illinois respondents said welfare
reform gave them confidence or helped them feel they could succeed.
Some studies also find people who have left welfare reporting that they are
better off now. Nearly half of such families in Iowa said their standard of 
living was good or very good (and about the same number said it was fair to
very poor); 82% of former AFDC recipients in Wisconsin who were working
regular jobs said their standard of living was the same or better than what
they’d experienced on welfare.  
Finally, some studies also found that people even felt positive about their
encounters with welfare offices. In one Wisconsin study, the vast majority 
of those surveyed reported that they had been “treated with respect” and 
that agency workers “want people like me to succeed” or “wanted to help.”
In Indiana, over 60% of those surveyed said that welfare workers had helped
them get a job and become financially independent. An Illinois study found
73% of recipients agreeing (and 20% strongly disagreeing) that case workers
had treated them with respect.  
L E S S O N  8
Welfare recipients know that they face time
limits. But they often don’t know that working
families are still eligible for benefits that could
improve their standard of living. 
Welfare reform created massive changes in a huge, bureaucratic system.
People who were receiving or seeking welfare, many of them poorly educated
or with limited English skills, had to learn a whole new set of rules—rules
that could have an enormous impact on their families’ lives.  
By and large, that work has been accomplished, though it’s been done better
in some states than in others, and better around some rules than others. 
The message about time limits has clearly gotten across: strong majorities
(73% in Chicago, over 70% in Minnesota, about 60% in Wisconsin) knew
there was a time limit on cash assistance.  
On the other hand, too many families are unaware of benefits for which 
they are eligible and which could improve their standard of living. Over half
(55%) of Wisconsin respondents were unaware that they could still get food
stamps even if they weren’t on welfare, and a third (33%) didn’t know that
their children could still get Medicaid. Iowa did better: 90% of participants
knew their children could get Medicaid, 86% knew they were eligible for
food stamps, and 76% knew they were eligible for child care assistance. In
Illinois, about a quarter (27% and 23%) didn’t know about eligibility for
food stamps and Medicaid; and 39% didn’t know that Illinois allows them 
to get some cash assistance while they are working.
2 9
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Work is only one reason for leaving welfare.
3 City IFS WWF
Study
Non-Compliance 14% 35% 30%
Time Limit 6% 2% — 
Families face barriers to work.
No HS/GED HS/GED Fair or Poor Very Good or 
Health Excellent Health
% Employed 48% 72% 55% 72%
% Employed Full Time 53% 65% 53% 71% 
Many still need government assistance.
3 City Study WWF
Food Stamps 26% 40%
Medicaid 65% 61%
SSI 9% 10% 
Subsidized Housing 58% 8% 
Some families are still unaware of new rules and regulations.
39% mistakenly believed people cannot keep any cash assistance if they are working. 
29% either did not know there were time limits on TANF or said there was no limit.  
27% did not know it was possible to continue getting Food Stamps after leaving. 
23% did not know it was possible to continue getting Medicaid while working.
Families experience hardships.
Unemployed Employed 
Leavers Leavers
Can’t buy groceries 56% 63%
Can’t pay bills 61% 48% 
Can’t pay rent 54% 41% 
Walfare caseloads have dropped dramatically.
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Most welfare recipients and leavers want to work and do work.
3 City Study IFS WWF 
Employed 57% 65% 67% 
Left Welfare due to Work/Increased Earnings 65% 42% 54% 
Work in Full-Time Jobs 54% 38% —
Worked All Months While not on Welfare 52% — — 
93% expect to be working one year from now.
83–88% agree it is a good idea to require people on welfare to work.
Note: Sources on these data can be found in the References section. Full bibliographic citation for each chart is in the 
companion volume, Welfare to Work: What Have We learned? Findings from Research on Welfare Reform in Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation, 2002).
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But low earnings leave many families poor.
3 33 2
Families still need government assistance.
On TANF Off TANF
Food Stamps 95% 38%
Medicaid 97% 53%
SSI 12% 11% 
Work is only one reason for leaving welfare.
16% of families reached a time limit
7% were sanctioned off
Families who were sanctioned had more needs
and were less able to meet these needs
Families experience economic hardships.
25% had their utilities turned off
9% had been homeless recently
8% had been evicted
8% searched trash cans, asked for
spare change, and/or begged for work
18% experienced hunger
Welfare caseloads have dropped dramatically but increased recently.
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Most leavers work.
Welfare Reform Group AFDC Group
Percent Worked Since 1995 Reform 89% 87% 
Percent Currently Working 58% 52%
Of Those Currently Working, % Full-Time 68% 68% 
44% said that welfare reform “helped me to find a job”
45% said welfare reform “helped me to feel I could succeed on my own”
But low earnings leave many poor.
Average Hourly Wage Annual Earnings 2-Person Poverty 3-Person Poverty
$8.00 $14,000 $11,610 $14,630
29% work less than 32 hours per week.
27% of part-time workers earn less than $6.00 per hour. 
I N D I A N A
Some families are still unaware of new rules and regulations.
72% with a child 6–17 said they were not told about school attendance requirements. 
44% said they were not told about family cap rules.  
17% said they did not know about time limit rules. 
40% who knew the rule said they did not know how many months they had left on their ‘clock’.
39%
41%
34%
36%
32%
38%
40%
42%
44%
Own/Family Health Problem Child Care Problem Transportation Problem
39%
Families report barriers that limit their ability to work.
Note: Sources on these data can be found in the References section. Full bibliographic citation for each chart is in the 
companion volume, Welfare to Work: What Have We learned? Findings from Research on Welfare Reform in Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation, 2002).
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Families experience economic hardships.
Families with More than Families with Less than
$500 Monthly Income $500 Monthly Income
Experienced hunger 14% 38%
Homeless 3-5% 9-24%
Unable to pay rent/mortgage 24% 41% 
Moved in with others to save money 19% 38% 
No phone for at least 24 hours 33% 50% 
No heat for at least 24 hours 7% 12% 
No electricity for at least 24 hours 5% 18% 
63%
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Families still need government assistance.
Some families are still unaware of new rules and regulations.
Not Told About Continued Eligibility After Leaving FIP
Medicaid Food Stamps Child Care
All Families 49% 50% 56%
Families face barriers to work.
Reason for Not Working Percentage Reporting
Physical or Mental Health Problems 23%
Unable to Find Job/Looking for a Job 16%
Child Care Problems 13%
Pregnancy 9%
Transportation 6%
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Welfare caseloads have dropped dramatically.
Most leavers work and they like it.
Employed 60% “The best thing about going back to work is 
feeling good about myself. And knowing that
Working 40+ Hours/Week 50% I am doing this all on my own. The self-reliance.”
Average Hours/Week  34
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But low earnings leave many poor.
I O W A
Note: Sources on these data can be found in the References section. Full bibliographic citation for each chart is in the 
companion volume, Welfare to Work: What Have We learned? Findings from Research on Welfare Reform in Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation, 2002).
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Families experience economic hardships.
Working Combiners Welfare No Work/
Leavers Only No Welfare
Hunger 12% 21% 29% 10%
Utilities Cut Off 7% 11% 11% 5%
Eviction 6% 11% 9% 7%
Homeless 2% 4% 10% 3%
Telephone Cut Off 26% 39% 49% 28%
No Health Insurance (Mother) 37% 5% 3% 36%
Mother Did Not Receive Needed 41% 12% 14% 38%
Medical or Dental Care
Families face barriers to work.
% Working 20+ Hours
With Barrier Without Barrier
Less than HS Education 39% 66%
Low Work Skills 34% 62%
Child Health Problem 49% 61%
Transportation Problem 45% 69%
Health Problem 39% 62%
Families still need government assistance.
Receipt of Aid in Month Work Only Combiners Welfare No Work/
Prior to Fall 1999 Interview Only No Welfare
Food Stamps 33% 90% 91% 39%
SSI 17% 15% 44% 27%
Friends & Family 14% 18% 17% 19%
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Welfare caseloads have dropped dramatically.
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Most recipients and leavers work.
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Low earnings leave many poor.
M I C H I G A N
Note: Sources on these data can be found in the References section. Full bibliographic citation for each chart is in the 
companion volume, Welfare to Work: What Have We learned? Findings from Research on Welfare Reform in Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation, 2002).
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Families face barriers to work.
Did Not Work Worked less Worked more
than 7 Quarters than 7 Quarters
No HS Diploma 50% 40% 23%
Child Care Problem 58% 56% 51%
Transportation Problem 61% 49% 39%
Emotional/Health Problem 53% 34% 22%
MFIP reduced hardships for many families.
MFIP families had higher total incomes than those on AFDC.
MFIP recipients were more likely to be married than were AFDC recipients.
MFIP substantially reduced the incidence of abuse of family members.
Mothers in MFIP were less likely to report that children had behavior problems.
Families still need government assistance.
Percent Receiving Welfare 85%
Percent Relying Solely on Welfare 43%
Percent Combining Work and Welfare 42%
84%
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16%
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54%
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Yes
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No Don't know
Some families are still unclear on new rules and regulations.
Most MFIP participants want to work and do.
49% of single-parent long-term recipients worked.
68% preferred to work full time.
19% said their families are better off if they stay on welfare.
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Welfare caseloads have dropped dramatically overall.
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But low earnings leave many near poverty
M I N N E S O T A
Note: Sources on these data can be found in the References section. Full bibliographic citation for each chart is in the 
companion volume, Welfare to Work: What Have We learned? Findings from Research on Welfare Reform in Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation, 2002).
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Families experience hardship.
Families face barriers to work.
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Families still need government assistance.
55% 54%
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1996 Leavers 1998 Leavers
Welfare caseloads have dropped dramatically.
Most leavers work but many return to welfare.
To
ta
l T
A
N
F 
R
ec
ip
ie
nt
s
100,000
200,000
0
300,000
400,000
500,000
600,000
700,000
800,000
Jan.
1993
Jan. 
1994
Jan. 
1995
Jan. 
1996
Jan.
1997
Jan. 
1998
Jan. 
1999
Jan.
2000
Jan. 
2001
Sept.
2001
71%
55%
40%
10%
20%
0%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
Worked at  
Some Point
Stayed Off
Welfare
Worked All Quarters
After Leaving
Returned to Welfare
in First Year
37%
Low earnings leave many near poverty.
CUPSC PDUC Two-Person Three-Person 
Poverty Poverty
Monthly Earnings $933  $1,056 $968 $1,223 
Annual Earned Income $11,196 $12,672 $11,610 $14,630 
O H I O
Note: Sources on these data can be found in the References section. Full bibliographic citation for each chart is in the 
companion volume, Welfare to Work: What Have We learned? Findings from Research on Welfare Reform in Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation, 2002).
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49%
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Other
Work is only one reason for leaving welfare.
Knowledge of new rules is still uneven.
Did Not Know About IRP-Dane
Sanctions for Missing Work Assignments 14%
Time Limits on Cash Assistance 42%
Cash Payments Unrelated to Family Size 35%
Families experience economic hardships.
IRP
Milwaukee
Not Enough Money for Food 41%
Couldn’t Pay Rent 47%
Couldn’t Pay Bills 48%
Couldn’t Buy Clothes 43%
Utilities Shut Off 15%
Phone Disconnected 34%
Evicted 11%
Doubled up 11%
Homeless 13%
Families still need government assistance.
IRP IRP Converting
Milwaukee Dane to W-2
Food Stamps 61% 56% 61%
Medicaid 77% 87% 86%
SSI 9% 24% 18%
Housing 18% — 26%
Families face barriers to work.
IRP IRP Converting
Milwaukee Dane to W-2
Education 13% 22% —
Child Care 24% 19% 15%
Can’t Find Job 32% 26% 26%
Health 12% 13% 28%
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Welfare caseloads have dropped dramatically.
Most leavers work and they like it.
IRP IRP IRP-Before IRP-Before
Dane Milwaukee & After 1995 & After 1997
% Working Now or In Past Year 74% 62% — —
% Leavers Employed Some 64% — 81% 84%
Point After Exiting
92% feel they are better role models and have more self-confidence when working.
82% of working former recipients have same or better standard of living.
86% say they are better able to meet the needs of their children when working.
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But low earnings leave many poor.
W I S C O N S I N
Note: Sources on these data can be found in the References section. Full bibliographic citation for each chart is in the 
companion volume, Welfare to Work: What Have We learned? Findings from Research on Welfare Reform in Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation, 2002).
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S
Given what we know about how Midwest families have fared under welfare
reform, what should be done to improve welfare policymaking—and thus
improve the lives of poor and working families—in the next round? 
As Congress gears up to reauthorize PRWORA in 2002, many voices are
weighing in with recommendations. Two Midwest regional voices, both 
funded by Joyce, offer solid suggestions: Midwest Partners, a regional 
coalition of welfare advocacy groups, and WELPAN, a network of Midwest
state administrators who have been at the forefront of implementing reform.1
Their agendas, which are based on their experiences on the frontlines, deserve
serious consideration.  
The following recommendations reflect the experience of the Foundation and
arise out of the lessons that are outlined in this report.
Invest in effective education and training. 
The first wave of welfare reform pushed “work first,” and the results show
it. Most recipients did go to work. But lack of education and training
remained a barrier that kept some recipients from getting jobs in the first
place or from holding onto them for long. Those who were working generally
earned low wages, not because higher-paid jobs weren’t available, but
because they lacked the skills for them and had little or no access to training
to get those skills. How much better off would low-skilled workers be if we
had made more significant investments in upgrading their skills during the
strong economy?
1 Midwest Partners: Recommendations for Welfare Reauthorization, www.midwestpartners.org;
Welfare Peer Assistance Network, Principles to Guide Reauthorization, www. ssc.wisc.edu/irp/welpan
The current recession makes investing in training even more imperative.
When unemployment fell below 4%, desperate employers were willing to
waive entry requirements to get people in jobs. Now regional unemployment
is back up to 4.9% (December 2001 figures), Michigan and Illinois are above
5%, and the nation as a whole is edging back toward 6%. Those trends
allow employers to be more selective. Meanwhile, thousands of people who
followed the path from welfare to work are or will likely soon be losing 
their jobs. Training can help them qualify for jobs in fields that continue to
grow—health care, for example—and also for jobs in manufacturing, where
employers are finding it difficult to replace the skills of retiring workers.
Training can keep former welfare recipients attached to the labor force; 
lacking training, and with the labor market tightening up, they’re likely 
to be forced back onto welfare, if they have not already exhausted their 
lifetime benefits.  
Effective locally based training groups abound in the Midwest. Their voices,
and the voices of employers, need to be heard in the next round of policy-
making. Incentives for employers to provide educational opportunities for
workers, flexibility for those on assistance to combine work experience and
training, and adequate funding can all help boost the skills of low-wage
workers, to the advantage of both these families and the regional economy.2
Maintain funding levels.
Opponents of welfare reform worried that the block grants, based on 1994
welfare levels, would be insufficient to meet the need. During the 1990s, they
were wrong. Plummeting welfare rolls freed up money for states to spend on
services like child care, which, as the research demonstrates, have been 
critical supports for people going to work. Even in good times, maintaining
those services would be important to enable families to continue to pursue
the promise of reform. As HHS Secretary (and former Wisconsin Governor)
Tommy Thompson has repeatedly said, genuine welfare reform can’t be
accomplished “on the cheap.” Policymakers need to resist the temptation to
cut welfare block grants because the welfare rolls are down, and instead rec-
ognize that the funding, especially for non-cash assistance, has 
provided essential support for people who have moved from welfare to work,
and thus has been critical for the success of welfare reform.    
That becomes even more critical when recession pushes up unemployment
rolls and cuts into state budgets. The whole notion of a safety net is to help
people through hard times; this is no time to cut it.  
Restructure the safety net to build 
supports around work.
Working families continue to experience economic hardship and depend on
various forms of government assistance to get by. Determined outreach
efforts on everything from bus placards to grocery bags have spread the word
about eligibility for one of the most important forms of assistance, the
Earned Income Tax Credit. But the research suggests that many working fam-
ilies don’t know that they can still qualify for benefits like Medicaid and food
stamps. States should do a better job of communicating, and they should be
able to experiment with employer-based enrollment for these programs.  
Meanwhile, state administrators and welfare advocates alike express 
frustration especially with the food stamp program, which continues to
impose bureaucratic rules that make it difficult for working families to get
2 The Workforce Alliance, www.workforcealliance.org; and CLASP, Opportunities to Reduce
Poverty by Improving Employment Outcomes, www.clasp.org
food assistance.3 The program should be streamlined so that these barriers
are eliminated.
Finally, states should continue to experiment with innovative ways to help
families that are making a good faith effort to work.  
Maintain state innovation and flexibility 
to help individual families.  
One of the most striking features of welfare reform is the creativity and 
innovation at the state and local levels, especially here in the Midwest.4
That spirit should be maintained. Innovative programs that work—for 
example, the Illinois policy that enables families working 30 hours a week 
to get assistance through state funds without using up their five-year federal
eligibility—should be considered by other states.  
When recession threatens low-wage jobs, flexible policies are needed to
enable newly laid-off workers to qualify for unemployment insurance, for
which many low-wage and temporary workers are currently ineligible.5
Especially important, now that the five-year mark has been reached, will be
flexibility in applying time limit policies. Some families, despite welfare reform
and the strong labor market of the 1990s, still have not made the transition 
to work. As the research makes clear, many are ill or disabled, physically or
mentally or because of such problems as domestic violence; others are caring
for disabled family members. Continued experimentation for reaching and
helping these families is important, and states should monitor and share the
results with one another so that successful programs are spread. A number of
cities and states are experimenting with publicly funded, transitional jobs as
one potential strategy for helping such people.6 States should also be flexible 
in applying time limits to keep families engaged with a social support network
and ensure that those who are making efforts to comply with work require-
ments aren’t punished if jobs aren’t available or if they are finally unable to
make it in the private workforce.  
Ensure accountability for delivering results 
that genuinely help poor and working families. 
Despite the magnitude of the social change it sought to introduce, the 1996
PRWORA contained little authority or funding to evaluate the results, leaving
private funders like Joyce to step in. Although we believe the research report-
ed here is first-rate, the results have inevitably been piecemeal. Especially
lacking have been studies that compare the experience of people in new pro-
grams with a control group, which would enable researchers to figure out
whether the new program or some other factor (a strong labor market, for
example) was responsible for results. As pointed out in the foreword, lacking
such studies we can only report the changes, not assign the cause.
3 America’s Second Harvest, Red Tape Divide: State-By-State Guide to Food Stamp Applications,
www.secondharvest.org/policy/food_stamp_study.html. WELPAN: “Eliminating the Silos: 
Or, It’s Not Just Welfare Anymore,” www.ssc.wisc.edu/irp/welpan
4 For details, see “Effective State Policies and Programs That Support Work and Increase
Income,” in the companion volume: Welfare to Work: What Have We Learned: Findings from
Research in Welfare Reform in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and
Wisconsin (Joyce Foundation, 2002)
5 National Employment Law Project, www.nelp.org 6 Transitional Jobs Network, www.transitionaljobs.net
Meanwhile, critical questions remain unanswered going into the next round. 
A Midwest welfare administrator who read this report in draft outlined 
several of them for us:
What strategies lead to employment? to income gains? to job advancement?
What is the cost benefit of one strategy versus another? 
What are the most effective forms of training?
To this list we should add: 
What are the best ways to serve “the hardest to employ”—those who still
haven’t found their way into the workforce?  
What is preventing or deterring people from collecting benefits—EITC,
food stamps, Medicaid, child health insurance—that they are eligible for?  
How can states keep better track of people who have left welfare—
i.e., measure more than caseload reduction?  
The next wave of reform should require, and fund, effective evaluation 
studies so that we can answer these questions. To quote another state official,
“Welfare reform delivers but the work is not yet done.” We need to keep
paying attention to make sure it is done right, so that Midwest families end
up genuinely better off as a result.     
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Steve Anderson, Anthony Halter, and Brian Gryzlak. “Life After TANF: Chicago Women Talk
About Their Experiences. Report to the Joyce Foundation.”  University of Illinois Urbana-
Champaign School of Social Work, May 2000. http://www.social.uiuc.edu/HTM/lifeaftertanf.pdf
Heather Hill and Jacqueline Kauff, “Living on Little: Case Studies of Iowa Families with Very Low
Incomes.” Mathematica. August 2001. http://www.mathematica-mpr.com/PDFs/liveonlittle.pdf
Janet Quint, Kathryn Edin, Mari L. Buck, Barbara Fink, Yolanda C. Padilla, Olis Simmons-Hewitt,
and Mary Eustace Valmont.  “Big Cities and Welfare Reform:  Early Implementation and
Ethnographic Findings from the Project on Devolution and Urban Change.” MDRC, April 1999.
http://www.mdrc.org/Reports99/UrbanChange/UrbanChange.PDF
Merrile Sing, Jacqueline Kauff, Thomas Fraker. “Work and Welfare: Iowa Families Tell Their
Stories.” Mathematica. November 1999. http://www.mathematica-mpr.com/PDFs/
iowafamilies.pdf
R E F E R E N C E S
*
*
*
*
*
*Funded in whole or in part by the Joyce Foundation
5 4
S T A T E  R E P O R T S
ILLINOIS-Reviewed Studies
Chapin Hall Reports*
Chapin Hall Center for Children at the University of Chicago. 
Outcomes for the Income Maintenance Caseload During Receipt:  Caseload Dynamics,
Employment and Earnings in Illinois 1991-1999. Lee, Bong Joo; Goerge, Robert, and Dilt, John.
June 2000.
Illinois Family Study (IFS)*
University Consortium on Welfare Reform: Northwestern University, Northern Illinois University,
Roosevelt University, University of Illinois at Chicago. 
Work Welfare, and Well-Being: An Independent Look at Welfare Reform in Illinois. Project
Description and First-Year Report. Lewis, Dan; Shook, Kristen; Stevens, Amy Bush; Kleppner, Paul;
Lewis, James, and Riger, Stephanie.  November 2000.
Life after TANF*
University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign School of Social Work. 
Life After TANF: Chicago Women Talk About Their Experiences. Report to the Joyce Foundation.
Anderson, Steve; Halter, Anthony, and Gryzlak, Brian.  May 2000.
Project Match Research Monographs*
Project Match and the Erikson Institute.  
Five Years of Welfare: Too Long? Too Short? Lessons from Project Match’s Longitudinal Tracking
Data. Wagner, Suzanne; Herr, Toby; Chang, Charles, and Brooks, Diana. June 1998.
Making the Shoe Fit: Creating a Work-Prep System for a Large and Diverse Welfare Population.
Herr, Toby; Wagner, Suzanne, and Halpern, Robert.  December 1996.  
Welfare Children & Families—A Three City Study*
Johns Hopkins University, University of Texas at Austin, Pennsylvania State University,
Northwestern University, Harvard University.
Overview and Design. Winston, Pamela; Angel, Ronald; Burton, Linda; Chase-Lansdale, Lindsay;
Cherlin, Andrew; Moffitt, Robert, and Wilson, William Julius.  December 1999.
Sanctions and Case Closings for Noncompliance: Who is Affected and Why. Cherlin, Andrew;
Burton, Linda; Francis, Judith; Henrici, Jane; Lein, Laura; Quane, James, and Bogen, Karen. Policy
Brief 01-1. February 2001. 
The Diversity of Welfare Leavers. Moffitt, Robert and Roff, Jennifer. Working Paper 00-01.
October 2000.
The Diversity of Welfare Leavers. Moffitt, Robert and Roff, Jennifer. Policy Brief 00-2. 
September 2000.
What Welfare Recipients Know About the New Rules and What They Have to Say About Them.
Watson, Winston; Angel, Ronald; Burton, Linda; Chase-Lansdale, Linsday; Cherlin, Andrew;
Moffitt, Robert; Wilson, William Julius; Levine, Rebekah, and Quane, James. Policy Brief 00-1.
July 2000.
Work, Welfare and Families (WWF)*
Work Welfare and Families, Chicago Urban League and Center for Urban Economic Development
at the University of Illinois at Chicago. 
Living with Welfare Reform: A Survey of Low Income Families in Illinois. Lewis, James; Lohrentz,
Tim; Werner, Valerie; Chiraq, Mehta; Castern, Katie; and Sampson, Julie. January 2000. 
*Funded in whole or in part by the Joyce Foundation
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INDIANA-Reviewed Studies
Impact of Indiana’s Welfare Reform*
Indiana University Institute for Family and Social Responsibility.
Final Report on Client Study of the Community Social Services Study of the Impact of Indiana’s
Welfare Reforms. Pirog, Maureen; Chung, Choon-Guen; Grieshop, Tara; Hung, Richard; Kirby,
Paul; Klotz, Marilyn; Pennington, Brian; Querimit, Leah; Thomassen, Lisa; Vyas, Mala, and
Laubach, Marty. September 1, 2000.
Indiana Welfare Reform Evaluation
Abt Associates, Inc. and the Urban Institute.
The Indiana Welfare Reform Evaluation: Program Implementation and Economic Impacts After
Two Years. Fein, David; Beecroft, Erik; Hamilton, William; Lee, Wang; Holcomb, Pamela;
Thompson, Terri, and Caroline, Ratcliffe.  November 1998.
The Indiana Welfare Reform Evaluation: Who is On and Who is Off? Comparing Characteristics
and Outcomes for Current and Former TANF Recipients. Fein, David. September 1997.
The Indiana Welfare Reform Evaluation: Assessing Program Implementation and Early Impacts 
on Cash Assistance. Fein, David; Beecroft, Erik; Karweit, Jennifer; Holcomb, Pamela; Clark,
Sandra; O’Brian, Carolyn, and Ratcliffe, Caroline. August, 1997. 
The Indiana Welfare Reform Evaluation: Five-Year Client Survey. Forthcoming. 
IOWA-Reviewed Studies
Welfare Reform in Iowa*
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
Iowa’s Family Investment Program: Impacts During the First 3-1/2 Years of Welfare Reform.
Fraker, Thomas and Jacobson, Jonathan. May 2000.
Iowa Families That Left TANF: Why Did They Leave and How Are They Faring? Kauff,
Jacqueline; Fowler, Lisa; Fraker, Thomas, and Milliner-Waddell, Julita. February 2001.
Living on Little: Case Studies of Iowa Families with Very Low Incomes.*
Hill, Heather and Kauff, Jacqueline. August 2001.
Work and Welfare: Iowa Families Tell Their Stories. Sing, Merrile; Kauff, Jacqueline, 
and Fraker, Thomas. November 1999.
MICHIGAN-Reviewed Studies
Women’s Employment Study (WES)*
University of Michigan. Michigan Program on Poverty and Social Welfare Policy.
Barriers to the Employment of Welfare Recipients. Danziger, Sandra; Corcoran, Mary;   
Danziger, Sheldon; Heflin, Colleen; Kalil, Ariel; Levine, Judith; Rosen, Daniel; Seefeldt, Kristin;
Siefert, Kristine, and Tolman, Richard. February 2000.
Does it Pay to Move from Welfare to Work? Danziger, Sheldon; Heflin, Colleen; Corcoran, 
Mary, and Oltmans, Elizabeth. April 2001. 
*Funded in whole or in part by the Joyce Foundation
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Teen Moms*
University of Michigan. Michigan Program on Poverty and Social Welfare Policy.
How Teen Mothers Are Faring Under Welfare Reform.  Kalil, Ariel and Danziger, Sandra. 
February 2000. 
Work First Managers’ Views*
University of Michigan. Michigan Program on Poverty and Social Welfare Policy.
Inside Michigan Work First Programs. Anderson, Nathaniel and Seefeldt, Kristin. 
April 2000.
Demand for Welfare Recipients*
Michigan State University.
Employer Demand for Welfare Recipients and the Business Cycle: Evidence from 
Recent Employer Surveys. Holzer, Harry. December 1998.
To Strengthen Michigan Families (TSMF)
Abt Associates, Inc.
Final Impact Report—The Evaluation of To Strengthen Michigan Families. 
Werner, Alan and Kornfield, Robert. January 1997.
MINNESOTA-Reviewed Studies
Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP)
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.
Reforming Welfare and Rewarding Work: Final Report on the Minnesota Family Investment
Program. Miller, Cynthia; Knox, Virginia; Gennetian, Lisa;  Dodoo, Martey; Hunter, Jo Anna, 
and Redcross, Cindy. September 2000.  
Ways to Work*
National Results Council.
Ways to Work: Off Welfare and Out of Poverty.  Final Report to the Joyce Foundation.
May 2001.
OHIO-Reviewed Studies
Center on Urban Poverty and Social Change (CUPSC)*
Mandel School of Applied Social Sciences, Case Western Reserve University, and Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC).
Distance and Commute Times to Work for Welfare Exiters. 
Leete, Laura; Bania, Neil, and Coulton, Claudia. Briefing Report #9908. 1999.
Employment and Return to Public Assistance Among Single, Female Headed Families
Leaving AFDC in Third Quarter, 1996, Cuyahoga County, Ohio. 
Coulton, Claudia and Verma, Nandita. WP#99-01. May 1999.
Employment Dynamics in the Welfare-to-Work Transition in Cuyahoga County. 
Leete, Laura; Bania, Neil, and Coulton, Claudia. Briefing Report #9906. 1999.
Factors Affecting Continued Employment and Return to Welfare Among Persons Who Left Welfare
for Work in 1996, Cuyahoga County. 
Coulton, Claudia; Su, Marilyn, and Bania, Neil. Briefing Report #9901. February 1999.
*Funded in whole or in part by the Joyce Foundation
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How are They Managing? A Six Month Retrospective of Cuyahoga County Families 
Leaving Welfare. 
Coulton, Claudia; Pasqualone, Cara; Bania, Neil; Martin, Toby; Lalich, Nina; Fernando, Margaret,
and Li, Fang. Working Paper #00-01. January 2000.
Holzer-Stoll-Wissoker*
Public Policy Institute of California, The Urban Institute and UCLA.
Employers and Welfare Recipients: The Effects of Welfare Reform in the Workplace. 
Holzer, Harry and Stoll, Michael. 2001.
Job Performance and Retention among Welfare Recipients.
Holzer, Harry; Stoll, Michael, and Wissoker, Douglas. June 2001.
Project on Devolution and Urban Change (PDUC)*
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC).
Mandel School of Applied Social Sciences, Case Western Reserve University.
Big Cities and Welfare Reform:  Early Implementation and Ethnographic Findings 
from the Project on Devolution and Urban Change.  
Quint, Janet; Edin, Kathryn; Buck, Mari; Fink, Barbara; Padilla, Yolanda; 
Simmons-Hewitt, Olis, and Valmont, Mary. April 1999.
HHS Leavers Study
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services.
Monitoring Outcomes for Cuyahoga County’s Welfare Leavers: How Are They Faring.       
Verma, Nandita and Coulton, Claudia. April 2001.
Rural Welfare Reform Project*
Ohio University.
Voices of Welfare Reform: Bureaucratic Rationality Versus Participant Perceptions.
Tickamyer, Ann; Henderson, Debra; White, Julie; and Tadlock, Barry. August 1999.
WISCONSIN-Reviewed Studies
IRP-Wisconsin Welfare Studies*
University of Wisconsin-Madison Institute for Research on Poverty.
(IRP-Before and After). Before and After TANF: The Economic Well-Being of Women Leaving
Welfare. Cancian, Maria; Haveman, Robert; Meyer, Daniel, and Wolfe, Barbara. May 2000.  
(IRP-Dane). Early Transfers from AFDC to W-2: The Experiences of 100 Dane County Families.
Piliavin, Irving; Courtney, Mark, and Dworsky, Amy. March 2000.
(IRP-Leavers & Stayers). Post-Exit Earning and Benefit Receipt Among Those Who Left AFDC in
Wisconsin. Cancian, Maria; Haveman, Robert; Kaplan, Thomas, and Wolfe, Barbara. January 1999.
(IRP-Milwaukee). What Happens to Families under W-2 in Milwaukee County, Wisconsin? Report
from Wave 1: Information Collected from Parents at the Time of Application for TANF Assistance,
March-August 1999. Piliavin, Irving; Courtney, Mark, and Dworsky, Amy. May 2001.
New Hope
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC).
New Hope for People with Low Incomes: Two-Year Results to Reduce Poverty and Reform
Welfare. Bos, Hans; Huston, Aletha; Granger, Robert; Duncan, Greg; Brock, Tom, and McLoyd,
Vonnie. April 1999.
*Funded in whole or in part by the Joyce Foundation
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Converting to W-2.
Hudson Institute and Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. 
Where Did Families Go When AFDC Ended in Milwaukee? Swartz, Rebecca; Kauff, Jacqueline;
Nixon, Lucia; Fraker, Tom; Hein, Jay, and Mitchell, Susan. 1999. 
O T H E R  R E F E R E N C E D  S O U R C E S  
The Illinois Department of Human Services 
(www.state.il.us/agency/dhs/tanfnp.html).
The Indiana Family and Social Services Administration (www.state.in.us/fssa/families/tanf/).
The Iowa Department of Human Services
(www.dhs.state.ia.us/EconomicAssistance/EconomicAssistance.asp).
The State of Michigan Family Independence Agency (www.mfia.state.mi.us/Stateplan/tanfplan.pdf).
The Minnesota Department of Human Services (www.dhs.state.mn.us/ecs/Welfare/tanfplan.htm).
The Ohio Department of Human Services-Ohio Works First
(www.ohio.gov/odhs/owf/Tanf/insert.htm).
The Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development
(www.dwd.state.wi.us/desw2/default.htm).
Brookings Institution, Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. Berube, A. and Froman, B.
Rewarding Work: The Impact of the Earned Income Tax Credit Series. June 2001.
Center for Budget and Policy Priorities. Primus,W.; Rawlings, L; Larin, K.; Porter, K. The Initial
Impacts of Welfare Reform on the Economic Well-Being of Single Mother Families. August 1999.
Center for Policy Alternatives. Rewarding Work: State EITC’s for Working Families. October 2000.
Government Accounting Office. Welfare Reform Information on Former Recipients’ Status. Report
to the Chairman, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, and the Chairman, Subcommittee on Human
Resources, Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives. 1999.
Health Care Financing Administration (http://www.hcfa.gov/medicaid/medicaid.htm).
Holzer, Harry. What Employers Want: Job Prospects For Less-Educated Workers. Russell Sage
Foundation, New York. 1996.
Institute for Research on Poverty (IRP). (http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/irp/faqs/faq7.htm).
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. Brown, A. How to Implement an Employment-
Focused Approach to Welfare Reform. March 1997. (http://www.mdrc.org/Reports/workfirst.htm)   
Midwest Partners (http://www.midwestpartners.org/).
National Center for Health Statistics (http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/).
Office for Social Policy Research at Northern Illinois University. Street, Paul. 
The Recent History and Future of Welfare Reform in Six Midwestern States. 1997.
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Scholz, J. The Earned Income Tax Credit: Participation, Compliance, and Antipoverty Effectiveness.
National Tax Journal 48: 64-85.
The State Policy Documentation Project, a joint project of the Center for Law and 
Social Policy and the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (www.spdp.org).
U.S. Bureau of Census (www.census.gov).
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (http://www.bea.doc.gov/).
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/).
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics & Bureau of the Census Current Population Survey
(http://www.bls.census.gov/cps/cpsmain.htm). 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (http://www.fns.usda.gov/fsp/).
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Administration for Children and Families
(http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/) and (www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/welfare/stlinks.htm).
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Evaluation and Planning (http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/01poverty.htm).
U.S. Department of Labor. The Employment Situation: September 2001. October 2001.
U.S. Internal Revenue Service (http://www.irs.gov/ind_info/eitc-ovrvw.html).
U.S. Social Security Administration (http://www.ssa.gov/notices/supplemental-security-income/).
Urban Institute. Assessing the New Federalism-State Focus. July/September 2001.
Urban Institute. Gallagher, J. A Shrinking Portion of the Safety Net: General Assistance from 1989
to 1998. Number A-36 in Series, “New Federalism: Issues and Options for States.” September 1999.
Urban Institute. Phillips, K. Who Knows About the Earned Income Tax Credit? 2001.
Welfare Information Network (http://www.welfareinfo.org/pamresourceoct.htm).
Welfare Law Center (http://www.welfarelaw.org/tanf_sanctions.htm).
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This report is based on a review of research on welfare reform in the Midwest,
which includes studies funded by the Joyce Foundation as well as other signifi-
cant research. The studies and the people and institutions responsible for them
are listed in the references section. Obviously, this report is fundamentally
indebted to the researchers for their outstanding work in tracking the conse-
quences of welfare reform on the lives of Midwest families. 
Anthony Mallon of the University of Michigan Poverty Research and Training
Center took on the herculean task of reviewing and reporting the results by
state; we are extremely grateful for his extraordinarily painstaking efforts as
well as his understanding and insights.
Suzanne Armato, Gordon Berlin, Sheldon Danziger, Mark Greenberg, Joel
Rabb, Erik Beecroft, Jacqueline Kauff, and Toby Herr read the material in draft
form and gave many helpful suggestions, corrections, and recommendations.
Also invaluable in shaping the document were Linda Schelinski, Marcia Festen,
Kenny Nguyen and Valerie Denney; and we are grateful for the outstanding
design work of Karen Gibson and Kym Abrams of Kym Abrams Design.  
We are grateful for the help of all these people, but of course responsibility for
the content of the final report and recommendations rests with the staff of the
Joyce Foundation. 
A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S
